MEETING:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

Approx.
Time *

2:00 PM
(5 min.)
(5 min.)

(5 min.)

2:15 PM
(30 min.)

2:45 PM
(10 min.)

2:55 PM
(60 min.)

3:55 PM
(10 min.)

4:05 PM

W O R K S E S § I O N

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE |PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736
00 FAX

TEL 503 797 17 503 797 17987

METRO COUNCIL WORK SESSION
May 23, 1995

Tuesday

2:00 PM

Metro Council Chamber Annex

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
1. INTRODUCTIONS
2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS
3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS
4. OTHER BUSINESS

4.1 Presentation: Portland/Multnomah Progress Board Benchmarks

4.2 Update on Green City Data Project

4.3 Discussion of long range funding

5% COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

ADJOURN

Presenter

Wev

Klein

Lead
Councilor

McFarland

Washington

McCaig

For assistance/Services per the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office)

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.

Recycled Paper
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Th1s is: the annual report of the Portland Multnomah
L Progress Board for the 1994 program yedr. Itis ‘intended
. for wide distribution throughout Multnomah County We' L
-~ """ hopeit will be an important tool for citizens to understand ..
Y it the benchmarkmgprocess andtopartlclpate 1nthe ach1eve—.:f

i ",'.i_ffment of the benchmarks

. Several hundred people part1c1pated in half day Work o
- sess1ons convened around benchmark top1cs during,. 1994 o
e ';We hope that this edition of the benchmarks reflects well:

" ontheir hard work, and that they will continue tobea part. - ..
.. of our program in the future. We. would also like to thank .-

*;_C_g,.the members of the Progress Board.’ "They devoted long

hours to d1ﬁicult d1scuss1ons of data and statlstlcal pro- . .
‘ ;."j:cess and the1r commitment to our program of. telhng the o

| benchmarks story haS lnspll'ed us all

R As benchmarkmg becomes a more pract1ced art Weﬁ'q- S
,develop important relat1onsh1ps with others in the com®
LT mun1ty commiitted to the 1mplementatlon of the Portland-;;:
", "Multnomah benchmarks program. We would like to thank " -

R the following orgamzatlons that have given'us cord1al and g

o timely: assistance during 1994: the Oregon | Criminal Jus- S
.- tice Council, Portland State University, the Tax Superv1s-;. S
Tl ,mg and Conservatlon Comm1ss1on the Clty of Portland}

Audltor s Ofﬁce, Multnomah County Ofﬁce of Audlts, the’v' o
”fState Department of Educatlon the Oregon Employment B

‘‘‘‘‘

. and Family. Spec1a1 thanks go to Debbie McCabe, project - ,'v'f S
..~ manager. for the. Portland Multnomah Progress Board/f"
through August 1994 ' DR

‘ We are Worklng closely W1th the Oregon Progressiff’
'Board to make their data collectlon eﬂ'orts meanlngful to.
“those .using benchmarks at the local-level, .

N
R

“ . The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board: - ' . .

The- state PR
Progress Board staff has been extremely helpful to us in SR
-every aspect. of our, _program, and we apprec1ate there-. . ... .
i{sources they have shared with.us th1s year. - o
v forwardtobelngadvocates throughout Oregonforlocaluse‘ SN
. of the state's award winning approach f to measurmg com- P
mun1ty and government performance S

“We. look . - e

Statlstlcal 1nformat1on for the benchmarks has proved e _‘
o “‘to be more difficult to gather verlfy, and use on anongoing " -\
* 'basis than was anticipated in our earlier report.- Wehave .~
emphas1zed the estabhshment of data bases for the Urgent ", K
: _"Benchmarks this year; in- 1995 ‘we will’ systemat1cally_. ERSETS
. build our data: network so that ‘we" have the necessary ' - @
informatlon for as many of the benchmarks as poss1ble We.- =
. havenot included targetsin this report, because we believe
T 'they should be carefully developed after we have a better‘ R
S ,j,-understandmg ofour data bases S o

T el N - . . e . N P . . et . DT el
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| The data gathered for th1s and future reports comes o

= ‘,:-much comparative. data as possible: (national,. state, re-
.- gional, county,. city, and ne1ghborhood) We. sometlmes L

" cally sound to do s0. Because we warit our data to be sound -
" " over time, we try to ensure that all data is consistent and " .

. Readers from outs1de the Portland Multnomah area SRR

ST -‘may Want to note that the C1ty of Portland: is, Wholely‘ LT
. contained in Multnomah County. Inrecentyearsareasof -~ : -~ 7 -
e Wthe county have been annexed by the c1ty, and S0 compara- L e
S t1ve data over past t1me can be m1s1eadmg ‘ :

e The benchmarks l1sted in th1s report have been ar-‘_.* S el
. '._ranged in cluster groups. 'This is intended only toaggre-. u- g LT
. -gate the benchmarks into subject’ areas for ease in’ locatlon:' LA
©rand d1scuss1on it does not imply prlorlty orweightinany - - . . .70
L oway. During . 1994 there were -seven add1t1onal bench-“" '
- . marks addedby the Portland-Multnomah Progress Board S L
o ‘bnngmg the total to 104 The eleven urgent benchmarks '

P Ta

ARl P
Ly B
'

S . .ing that they belong to others in addltlon to the Portland- L
from a wide variety of sources. We attempt to 1nclude as. . . | Multnomah Progress Board.- Benchmarks adopted bythe: . . -
_‘State of. Oregon are represented by the State Seal, and
R - .refer to the 1995 Progress Board Report to the State ~ = - -
. 7" combine different data sources where we feel it is statisti- * . . Leg1slature ‘Benchmarks adopted by Multnomah County.". -
Care’ represented by the’ countys logo, -and: refer to the ™ ‘

R S .;Multnomah County Benchmarks document for 1994 95
e "_comparable for as.long a time: perlod as possible. Inthe - , N B

N _"‘"1};_ interest . of - afﬁrmmg the 1ntegr1ty of data: used in o
R i”:“'benchmarklng, and as a: pubhc agency, We are anx1ous to N :

. sharethetechnical aspects of ourmformatlonW1th anyone S

___1nterested We welcome 1nqu1r1es and suggestlons about Lo

‘ .th1s 1mportant Work | : L s

o Y
o :
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f’i | -f"j‘deThe Benchmarks Story |

- - 'What zs a benchmark9

s Prosperous commumtles requlre pub11c-pr1vate col- _'-_'.f»j-:'
_laboration; businesses, educational institutions, congre-;; =

o ,’benchmarks can be the rallying point for collaboration. _ -
.. ' among governments and all of the stakeholders 1n the_f\ S
. communlty ' et

'''''

i 7 7 tors-such-as person—hours devoted to tasks, ‘humber of
o 'meetlngs held or number of beds avallable in 1nst1tut10ns
,-j‘jBenchmarks however;; -measure: outcomes of

- programs number of chlldren 1mmun1zed relatlve a1r O

R

e quahty, academlc achlevement Benchmarks are the ult1- L
‘ : : L e ,r'mate evaluatlon of program success - o :
A mzlepost along the Way .a measure of where we ¢ : » : :

,are .anindicator of how we are doing. Benchmarks check e ,fi Amerlcan government is under enormous pressure to ‘

' '." “the community’s “vital signs” of its social, economic, and " "_;'_-‘,‘become more accountable for its actions and for its expen-‘f__:_f e
B -n-'f,(‘env1ronmental health L e G (e .+ ditures. The 1990’s have seen’ efforts ‘at every level of -
R o N ST S A o ,government to innovate in order to dehver services more ' .’
efficiently to- “stakeholders” and “customers”. - The new’ - -
o “language reﬂects the movement to ‘reinvent government” L
. gations;" and individuals must ‘work with government to’, 7 .and change tradltlonal Ways ofth1nk1ng about government L
S vachleve thevisionthe commumtyhas forits future. Bench- ' = _serv1ces Benchmarks are part of that new mlnd-set SR
. f,marks that supply information on the commumty’s overall = ‘ ' : s e

.. health measure everyone’s performance. Most important, =~ - L Portland and Multnomah County s benchmarks are - -

e the resultofa ﬁve-year public-private process to definethe . . -
- future vision of our community. Thousands of citizéns' ~ -
_ have spoken and sometimes voted ‘on the1r Values and, RS
T expectations.” The goals that follow are a way of pointing . "

' Benchmarks focus on ‘resu lts Trad1t10nal measuresjs"z *community stakeholders towardasharedv1s1on the bench-"f

SR ;of program performance count process and input indicaZ ‘marks provide 51gnposts along the way tO measure progr ess .

\toward those goals

A';:'Th'e:':Portlancl-'Multnom'dh_ Progress.Board .= ' .
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000000000000 Q0000000000000000000000000¢000°



[

, ”.D‘:_

| : ‘“A shared vision for the future... .
i Communtty Goals D -

_ Benchmarks must reﬂect the: commumtys common
”lv1smn for its future. Before developmg benchmarks and
. targets for their ach1evement Portland and Multnomah,- -
- County citizens set. forth goals for that vision. The goals '~ -~
* - describe the community that government, business, non- | - -
profit orgamzatlons and c1tlzens are w1llmg to help bulld‘ I
s fm the future ST -

- Economy

. Grow and attract 1nternat10nally competltlve compa- _—
‘nies that support Well compensated JObS w1th long-
‘term potentlal ' : :

‘.:‘,Bulld a World class workforce that prov1des the full S
- range of skills necessary to attract and sustaln S
: .competltlve hlgh performance compames R

-Ensure that all re51dents partlcularly low-mcome o
~ and unemployed. people,’ have the opportumty to
- beneﬁt from busmess growth '

] : Foster and create v1tal nelghborhoods W1th affordable .
- -hous1ng and healthy commerc1al dlstrlcts L '

R potentlal

= I

_ Educatlon, Chlldren and Famllles ‘

Value chlldren and help them. achleve the1r full

. Graduate all chlldren from h1gh school w1th SklllS
_enabling them to succeed in the work force and/orin

post-secondary educatlon 1nclud1ng the fundamental

" ability to read wrlte compute commumcate, and
. reason. . . - - : :

’ Estabhsh stronger educatlonal programs beyond the - L
o secondary level to meet the region’s needs for . - '
* accessible education, expanded. graduate programs s

hlgh quahty research technology transfer and

' 'economlc development

Prov1de access to,bas1c *he'alth’care for all Citiiens S

! ‘Enable c1tlzens W1th spec1al needs to hve and recelve
a full range of serv1ces throughout the reglon L

'Make full use of the talents of the elderly and
- .‘prov1de excellent human services for them

1995AnnualRep0rt




. ,'-Ensure that each ne1ghborhood is healthy and

o CmmtyGl (Continued)

‘1-’; Env1ronment Quallty of Llfe

[ E'_l ,- 'Preserve and expand the commumty’s system of

TREEI parks, open spaces and natural areas

| .[A D - Prov1de an adequate var1ety and supply of safe
A pdecent affordable housmg ' :

" ‘v1gorous

o a L Enhance the commumty S quahty of l1fe through

" diverse arts and through cultural and commumty . .
. lj'

events that are access1ble to all reS1dents

o : Implement alternat1ves to the automob1le 1n the
DR reg10n ' : U ‘

Tt

o -.';;,Encourage the conservatlon of resources and T

g ﬁenergy

» [Il - v,Retaln and contmue to develop the umque

L Governance. o

Create stronger more 1nnovat1ve more responsweyp B
"c1t1zen and elected leadersh1p ' L S

' Restructure government w1th1n the reglon to more'_‘ : o

L effect1vely address reglonal and local needs

-“‘Restructure local government to prov1de needed s
- .serv1ces at lower cost : . ‘

Publlc Safety

. character of Portland as a ma_]or metropolltan area » G

" g - Manage reg10nal growth to prov1de effect1ve pubhc_j ) : ‘
* “ . - gervices at'the lowest respons1ble cost, to improve . |
o env1ronmental quahty, and to enhance the quahty. a

f'of l1fe

- .-“Reduce cr1me espec1ally v1olent crlme, aswell as :
.. the fear of crime, and increase city and commumty‘
L _'partnersh1ps beg1nn1ng in h1gh cr1me areas

Develop and cont1nue reglonal partnersh1ps to R
. "1ncrease emergency preparedness county-w1de

) b';’-kThe Portland-M ultnomah Progress Board "
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The Portland M ultnomah Progress Boardl:

“ The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board

Createdm September 1993 the Portland Multnomah_;*. S
e "Progress Board is the culmmatlon of long term strateglc‘
;" planning efforts by the State of Oregon as well as the City o
of Portland and Multnomah County From a long range
SR plann1ng program begun by Governor Neil Goldschmidt in. -
.. ~1986,came Oregon Shines, adocument challenglngOrego- o
ER nians to br1ng their commumtles into the Twenty-ﬁrst -
L {Century prepared for changmg economic and soc1al cond1- PR
t1ons SRR : e

T Meanwhlle the C1ty of Portland and Multnomah’;
SRR 'County each launched similar efforts. Tn 1991 Mayor Bud S
Clark 1ntroduced Portland Future Focus an‘ongoing pro-
o ’gram to 1mplement a strateglc V1S1on for the city. The 1989
‘f:VLszons pro_]ect updated in| 1992 expressed a long term .

plan for Multnomah County Future Focus and stwns set B

the stage for the development of benchmarks

R When Beverly Steln was’. elected cha1r of the-_ S
- ‘ R SO f,‘-"FMultnomah County Board of Comm1ss10ners, she and - "
| The State Leglslature created the Oregon Progress . Portland Mayor Vera Katz collaborated on severalinnova- -
SR Board in 1989 to monitor the State s implementation of .
o Oregon Shznes, the Progress Board then. formulated the -
L.+, . first benchmarks to tell the State how itwas doing relat1ve\ o
" to the goals in Oregon Shines. Governor Barbara Roberts . -
made the Progress. Board a pnonty and t1ed the bench-',‘j

~“~marks closely to the state budgeting process, Governor =

- tive efforts to adjust city and county programs to the new o
" realities of. budget constraints, growth:and: populatlon,:'\ S
changes within the County. Each Wanted to undertake a :
-'benchmarklngprogram s1mllar to the State of Oregon’s, so. . : e
- theycreated a Jomt Progress Board to monitor the already:
’.'artlculated common V1s1on shared by the c1ty and thef" L
v+ . John Kltzhaber has commltted to cont1nu1ng th1s 1mpor-j SR county ' : :
'.'7'5';_~f-tantwork L L SN TR - SRR L
e B The 1mportance of the1r collaboratlon around bench— S
fmarks andin several other areas, won them a joint award ~
-+ as'"Local Pubhc Ofﬁc1als of the Year" from Governlng"_ .
T fMagazme in1994, which c1ted the1r ch01ce “tolook fornew. = .
" -ways to fuse city- and county together descr;blng the ‘
o results as 1mpress1ve S i T

T 1998 Al Report.

Thousands of people have come together dur1ng the],'— T
past five years to formulate the vision, and set-the bench-"~ i -
. marks. Through meetlngs ‘surveys, 1nterv1ews, and indi- -~
*“vidual comments, the citizens of Portland and Multnomah - L
e \-}County have described’ the1r desired future and’ set forth S e
fthe mlleposts by Wh1ch progress Wlll be measured e




o Collaboratlon among Governor Roberts, Cha1r Stem o
. and Mayor Katz resulted in another exciting first during"
.1994. They took a proposal to the federal government o
offerlng Oregon as a laboratory for the testing of innova--
tive practices recommended 1n the Pres1dent’ “Relnvent- T

: 1ng Government” 1n1t1at1ve

On December 5, 1994 V1ce Pres1dent Al Gore S1gned‘j o
“Memorandum of Understand1ng’ with Oregon’ that‘ S
prom1ses to form a partnersh1p with Oregon and its local -
o governments to s1mphfy federal funding streams and regu- o

-

The Portland M ultnomah Progress Board ( Contznued)

E ‘_Board W111 “tell the benchmarks story to others and< e
. initiate partnerships w1th ‘other local governments and | S
-spemal districts i in the county, - the bus1ness community, R,
-.and nelghborhood groups ‘Those groups will be asked to ‘
. ‘adopt benchmarks as a way of doing bus1ness, and- to s1gn A
S onto the Portland- Multnomah Benchmarks as.an expres: *:

- .sionof the1r comm1tmentto the achlevementof commumty Y _
“goals.’ The Progress Board will also offer ass1stance in: o
prov1d1ng 1nformat10n on data. and prom1s1ng practlces R
-'1n 1nnovat1ve commumty problem solvmg N

" lations, so that resources can be concentrated on program L '

results;. deﬁned by benchmarks. Dubbed “The Oregon o
Optzon this ex01t1ng experiment. promlses to test radical .~ "
changes in the way- government at all levels prov1des_ P

serv1ces to 1ts customers

. ';' , The Portland Multnomah Progress Board begms its - o

- second year in the spirit of this leadership. During 19947 B

" both the City and the County adopted the benchmarksand” o

- are committed to their use as an intrinsic part of thelr:; SRR
budgetlng and evaluatlon process ‘Now .the Pr_ogress__- L

','Th\e"PortldrzdéMz@ltho'mah~ Progress 'Bo'd‘rd,‘,." .

L . ! SN : . o - LT - : . . : I o R ’ L .
. N . . Lo . - . o R < A ) .



Benchmarkzng IS a new art and a young science . S

— BenChmarking isa new'a'rt..-'. o

s Busmesses have used benchmarkmg for a number of - s o
o years it has proven its worth in- its application'to. manu-- -
- facturing efficiencies ‘and management 1mprovements

However, “benchmarking is a new art in public and non-

' profit organizations, Oregon has been aleader in the use
- of benchmarks, but as former Governor Barbara Roberts' -
_ states,“As far as we’ve come, and as hard as it’s been, we

. arestill only about six percent of the way toward where we .-
- want to be in benchmarkmg PR : o

e Aswetellthe benchmarks story, weare awarethatwe .
.. -are on the cutting edge of a new approach to de51gn1ng and
~ evaluating management systems and public pohcy ‘We -
- have found that it is very hard work. . Once again, Orego-" ‘
nians find ourselves. being pioneers in an exc1t1ng new .
‘area. There are, however, some lessons to, be learned from_ S
~our experlence to date S ' o E

I

Ns) o Leadership' is the kéy to the. effect'i\‘reus»‘e of -

. benchmarks in any . orgamzatlon. Commit-
" ‘ment to the1r use, and to a change of m1ndset
_must come from the top, and must be constantly
'exerted as the new standard of excellence R

Benchmarkmg is a new way of domg
business. It requires that all members of the

organization understand that a “sea change” i

-underway. Refocusing on results rather tha'n |

process is a drastic change. Collaboration,

; espec1a11y between private and public 1nterests
..can be an uricomfortable process.. As with any -
". - innovative practice, benchmarkmg mustbe
- communicated early and often to staff through
‘open communication ‘with leadership and a
- 51gn1ﬁcant comm1tment of tra1n1ng resources '

Benchmarkmg is embraced by members of
~  both pohtlcal partles It does not represent
. any particular political viewpoint. In the Oregon _
. legislature, and in Portland and Multnomah -
~_County, benchmarkmg has recelved W1despread
. bi- partlsan support :

L Rellable, credible 1nformation is intrinsicto =
. the success of benchmarking. Although it
‘would seem that a great deal of data exists on -
~* most indicators, there is'a lack of uniformity and
o _comparablhty over time of that data. In add1t10n
;benchmarks often requlre data that is not '

- 1995 Annual 'Repoi‘t o
s



- vBenchmarkmg is hard Work The process of
. 1nst1tut10nal change necessary is sometlmes
- palnful And the technical process.is. unproven IR
~We are constantly challenged to be creative. It i 1s B
truly a’process of “reinventing” government non--..
e proﬁt agenc1es and pnvate orgamzatlons E T

: ‘,._‘avallable, partlcularly relating to 01t1zen and
' 'f'customer satlsfactlon w1th services. ' - >_'- :

«
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\ '#How are we 'doing? L

How are we domg?,

+

as a commumty in ach1ev1ng our goals So'i in early 1995

= how are we do1ng‘? s
»‘ -;The Economy ' SO . :\QI‘%_’Eﬁ

' Oregon and Multnomah County contmue to expen- ‘
. . .enceoverall economic, growth However we have. not
; ent1rely recovered from the costly recession of the’ early :
- 1980’s. Although ‘average annual payroll per worker:.
R ~1ncreased 43% bétween 1984 and 1993, and remains above R
. the Oregon average, Oregon wages are currently at 89% of O
. the national average. Between 1980 and 1987 wages fell’
SR 'from 97% of the national average to 88%, so we still have -
“a good bit of ground to make up. Although Oregon wages
*are expected to grow at a healthy 6% until the year 2000, - . .
..~ theyare expectednotto exceed 90% ofthe nat1ona1 average‘_'\‘ o
Lo bythatt1me T

L Portland area bus1nesses have created nearly 20 OOO o
o ) new jobs since July 1993, pr1mar11y in the non—manufac-
"~ turing sector, and most of them in suburban counties..Job -
'~ creationis occurrmg faster than growthof the labor force L
‘1nd1cat1ng a future need to 1mport workers from other i

\ “areas: or tram the ex1st1ng workforce to compete for new ,
' : R R ';JObS o R :
" The benchmarks should be telhng us how weare domg -

ol

Other ev1dence of econom1c prospenty is the 11 % . -

. 1ncrease in assessed. value of property in Multnomah
County from 1993 to 1994, Although reglonal housing
‘starts have shown. healthy increases in the past five years, . -
L housmg startsin Multnomah County have remamed stable. .~ ..
~ The surplus of commercial and industrial property that = . .

g ex1sted in the.late 1980’s has been absorbed in recent . -
years, “and by mid-1994 the vacancy ratemthe urban core Lo
"~ 'was, the lowest of any large U S. c1ty ’ :

The cost of 11v1ng, as measured by the Consumer Price -

| Index has remained at a relat1vely stable 8% for the past
- threeyears; this trend is expected to cont1nue except in the‘ o
. area of medlcal serv1ces e S

/

- 1995 Annual ‘Re'port - ‘

The Portland metropohtan area is expected to con- L
.7 tinue to grow. Favorable ‘quality of life” factors contlnue S

. to attract skilled and educated workers to the region. The . - =
challenge to Portland and M ultnomah. County istocapture = =
" a fair share of that growth and to ensure that zts benef ts
_accrue to those cztzzens who need zt most o



- How are we doing? (Continued)

Educatidn

Educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns in Oregon have faced tre-’
/ mendous uncerta1nt1es in recent years. Statew1de educa-
~“tion reform is stlll being 1mplemented and changes have'
o just now come into full sight at the elementary and second— o
. ary levels.. Fundlng uncertainties as a consequence of
, Measure 5 have demorahzed school’ personnel ‘and stu-
£ dents ahke although drastic- pred1ct1ons of doom have N

L been av01ded due to the expandlng economy

Program reduct1ons in the post-secondary system : :

have caused many students to look outside of Oregon for

: college and graduate schools, because of uncertainties -

" concerning the long term stability of' profess1onal educa- -
"+ tion programs. Community colleges contlnue to be chal- .
' lenged by demands that include un1vers1ty level 1nstruc- '

C tlon contlnulng educatlon and workforce development :

. Itis. too early to assess the 1mpacts of educatlonal' .
‘ reform measures, and probably too early to evaluate the ~
long term effects of funding’ reductlons However asthe .

nation looks to Oregon once again for the results ofinnova-.

t1ve programs, we expect to shape and access stat1st1cal .

measures that w1ll allow us to do so.

- Heallhcare

In 1992 ﬁfteen percent (15%) of Oregomans d1d not -
S have health insurance: Access to. healthcare continues to. o
- beé a priority. in Portland and Multhomah County. The
: Oregon Health Plan began to address this issue in March "~ -~
1994. Howeéver, it is too early to gauge 1ts 1mpact in. the o
,Multnomah County area. : e

»,_.Thejpubllc'mterest;1n,hea1thcarei has gonebeyond' _

" health insurance to.emphasis on..cost containment in
. .recent years. This has led to recognition of the need:to

“educate the public concerning prevention and early diag: =
~ nosis of disease. The emphasis is on. wellness programs - .. -
such as exerc1se, nutrition, and safe. sexual practices. -
 Public attention must be further turned to the prevention - .
. and early detection of such diseasesas AIDS, cancer, and =~
~ heart disease.- Through the  Oregon Optzon mentloned, SRR
. above, the State has madé a commitment to increase the = -
percentage of two year olds immunized agalnst chlldhood L
.dlseases from 53% in 1994 to 90% by 1997 '

Such change in: focus from treatment to preventlon'. R

. has changed the way many healthcare services are deliv- -~ -
ered, with increases in membership of health maintenance. .
; organlzatlons (HMOs) and preferred prov1der organiza- = .
'-tlons (PPOs) Th1s has brought a concentratlon of large T

The Portldnd-Multnomdh Progress Board TN
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- 1nst1tut1onal healthcare prov1ders to the: marketplace L

o reduc1ng the number of individual pract1t1oners All pro- -
-viders now struggle to ma1nta1n quahty serv1ces Wh1le e
7‘conta1n1ng costs ' '

'Publlc Safety

3 Fear of crime has become an 1mp0rtant cons1deratlon :
) formosturban citizens: Th1s fear whetherbased on actual
- crimeratesornot ,isamajor determlnant ofhuman actions
-~ within the urban setting.- Crime stat1stlcs are usually -
reported in the ratio of reported crimes per 1,000 persons -
. inthe general populat1on Since 1989 there has beenadrop .
- In‘crimes against people (murder robbery, rape, kidnap- .
" ping, assault) in the C1ty of Portland and Multnomah - -

. County. The rate per 1,000 dropped from 18.70 t0 17.96 in
- the- Clty of Portland, S1m1larly, the rate declined from .-
-15.33.to 14.86 in Multnomah County. A similar decline: -
-(4%) has taken place throughout the State. "The C1ty of
"Portland's "agalnst people crime rate rema1ns K 2% above o

. the State average LS S :

: Domest1c V1olence is an. 1ncreas1ng concern in all.
_ communities. Unfortunately, data on this issue are diffi- = = "
- cult to collect and verify. We will Work hard durmg 1995,

" tofind or construct a database for th1s 1mportant 1nforma-, L

t1on

Nelghborhood leablhty

Res1dents of Portland and Multnomah County live,

‘work, and play in several “communities”. The recreat1on :
* community extends throughout the. State The work com-"
- munity extends from Salem, across the Columbia. River-
~ into Vancouver ‘The res1dent1al commun1ty tendstobethe
. areain which people live, shop, and educate their children.
- Citizens believe that a w1de range of factors contribute to .~
the livability of eachof these communities. - Because - -

mun1c1pal boundaries do not always’ accurately define

.- “community”; assessments of commumty llvablhty can be ..
= d1fﬁcult ' : : : : = o

However Portland and Multnomah County now have 3

" an excellent tool to-measure. citizen' attitudes toward - .
commun1ty within the borders of the county, the City.of .~

- Portland, and its ne1ghborhoods The Service Efforts and
Accomphshments Report is an annual study of govern-
~-ment performance which- mcludes 1nformat1on from-a

survey of citizens concerning municipal services and com-.

© . munity attitudes. The C1ty of Portland has publlshed the . | _
e report s1nce 1990 . o

The 1994 report 1nd1cates that a h1gh proport1on (78%) '

: of res1dents rate thelr nelghborhood livability as "good"or )
. " very good " An even greater number (82%) felt safe,

N 19'95fAm;u,al_ Report -
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| "'??;'-,'How are we domg 9 (C’ontm ued)

S Walklng 1n the1r ne1ghborhoods dur1ng the day, but only
b 36% (City) or 38% (County) felt the same at night. Aswith
, many other factors in the area of community 11vab111ty, S
" . there was. wide d1spar1ty among the’ res1dents of: C1ty'_t_ ‘
R _ne1ghborhoods concermngthe livability of their: area,rang-’
- 1ng from\64% in Northeast to 93% in Southwest: " . . -

' ,‘Governance

The majonty of c1t1zens (54%) throughout urban

a ) Multnomah County feel that government is doing a "good". e
r "very good" job of providing services. In unincorporated | - .

Multnomah County the number falls slightly to 49%.

, throughout Multnomah County Per caplta property tax BE
"declined from 5. 30% of personal income in-1984-85 to -
-4, 22% of personal income in 1994-95. This is partlcularlyii L
. Inotable since the dechne has occurred mostly in the last‘
' three ﬁscal years e :

o There is a d1spar1ty in this indicator among neighborhood R

coalition areas in the City of Portland as well..In the North ol |

" and East coalition area, only 45% and 44% respectlvely of - - U
.. residents rate government services "good" or "very good." -
- . Most satisfied with government services were the North- :

‘ v'West/Downtown area (63%) and Southwest (60%)."

'Portland and Multnomah County have ‘increased” over

| The cost of governance is of i 1ncreas1ng 1mportance to SRR
B all c1t1zens ‘One of our Urgent Benchmarks. relat1ng to .
~ - governance descrlbes the "dollars spentfor Cityand County =
L government', however, we present here several other = '
-~ measures of government cost’ and, efficiency.- The data '
L shows that although per cap1ta expenditures by the C1ty of

B recent years property tax as a percent of 1ncome has fallen Cae

' "The Portland M ultnomah Progress Board
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- ‘_IntrOduction‘: '

We focus on the Urgent Benchmarks 1n order to

- address pressing problems or needs in the next feW years. . -
- These eleven Urgent Benchmarks were selected fromthe :
list of 104 benchmarks. . The benchmarks are numberedv e
v accordlng to their order as presented in the Ja anuary 1994.
. Annual Report We kept this numbermg system to maln- o
: v tain cons1stency w1th that report , '

, In the followmg pages we present data on the Urgent' o
= 'Benchmarks Each benchmark is 1dent1ﬁed by one to three- .
.- '."symbols The symbols represent benchmarks adopted by ‘

these government Jurlsdlctlons

2

8 e ponane utmoman progress soars

g,

@@:\ Multnomah'county o

Stat‘e‘bf_orégoh, .

e

"s.‘_“ "
a0, o
44 ;
e

l76*. .

N

1 995 Urgent Benchmarks;

| ,Urgent Benchmarks.u o

: 'Average annual payroll per non-farm worker

. Percentage of c|t|zens with i mcomes above 100% of

the federal poverty level

‘Percentage of ch|ldren 0 17 I|vmg above 100% of the
- 'poverty level ‘ .

Percentage of students who achleve establlshed Sklll

.f:-,levels s

, Percentage of. C|t|zens who have economlc access to
~bas1c health care. ‘ : :

Percentage of people who rate the|r ne|ghborhood

L ’l|vab|l|ty h|gh

Percentage of c|t|zens who feei government |s domg a

S good job.at prowdmg serwces

84. .

.‘_'Per cap|ta doIIars spent for clty and county government

"'_,Percentage of c|t|zens who feel safe walkmg aione in thelr RN

e ' ne|ghborhood durlng the. day or mght

. 86,

e

s Number of reported lncldents of domestlc wolence by age . |
o (chlldren and elderly) mcludlng famllles repeatedly
: V|ct|m|zed - ,

A Number of. reported crlmes agalnst people per 1 000
'populatlon s i :

" 1995 Annual Report -
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| Oregon-

Average Annual Payroll.

e Urgent Benchmark #3 Average annual
o payroll per non farm worker.

Purpose. Th1s urgent benchmark measures the average' ‘ -
‘ amount paid to.workers living in the Clty of Portland andi'; :
: Multnomah County The benchmark serves as a measure -

' of economic prosperlty of employed Workers

B Trends.

D . As Graph 1 shows the average annual payroll for - }, ,_
" Multnomah County Workers has been h1gher than

. III Table 1 shows that the average annual payroll for | : | o
Multnomah County Workers 1ncreased 43% between' Co

Table 1

Average Annual Payroll Per Non-Farm Worker '

" the years 1984 1993 In companson the average
~annual payroll for workers throughout the State of - .-
Oregon 1ncreased by 38% dur1ng the same t1me R
» per10d ‘ -

':’;the State of Oregon over the past.tenyears. = ' -

| Area . | 1984, . | 1985 - | 1986 . 1987

| 1es9 | 1990 | | 1991 | 1992

‘Multnornah |-

“Gounty © | $18/121: | 819657 ‘._.$i20,36.7“ $21,080

' $22,023'

$22,878 | $23,950 | $25230 | $26,605 | $27,208

State of

: $17.099 .$i7,éso-' sttt | '$18,885 '_

‘$l9'537‘:"

o Source Oregon Employment Department Unemployment Insurance Tax Fxles, 1983 1993

The Portland M ultnomah Progress Board
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- - .t ) oL . ’ r - - . . :

Data Descrlptlon' The data represents all workers who
are covered by unemployment insurance leg1slat1on Well
, over 90% of all non-farm wage and salary workers fall
S .under such coverage.: The information presented doesnot.
e :d1st1ngu1sh between full-time and part -time workers and o
o is not adJusted for 1nﬂat10n :

| . The data presented in Table 1 and Graph 1 only represents :
) Multnomah County . and the State of Oregon At present
data is not. ava1lable for the C1ty of Portland LR

| $20000

, Graph 1 i
Average Annual Payroll per ,
Non Farm Worker by Year o

Average Annual Payroll

Multnomah County

K $éo;,ooo

© $25,000 |—

‘.$15 000 -

~ Stateof Oregon = - |

: $1o,ooo‘ s

»$5,0_do‘_‘ e

; - $0 L ] 1 o 1 i L 1 o L .
o 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993'
T ‘ Year o , \

. .' Source Oregon Employment Department Unemployment Insur-, -
o 'ance Tax F11es, 1983 1993 o
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; B . Urgent Benchmark #6' Percentage of

.- citizens with incomes above 1 00% of the
i federal poverty level o \ |

i Purpose° Th1s urgent benchmark measures the percent— ) -

- . age of citizens from the City of Portland and Multnomah -
S County who ma1nta1n incomes above the Federal Poverty
- . level. The purpose of thisbenchmarkis'to momtor the level

‘ "‘--f_of c1t1zens Who are economlcally d1sadvantaged
_'__.:Trends :

i A Table ) presents the percentage of 01t1zens Wlth
" incomes above 100% of the federal poverty level by
o _ethnlclty Overall little change is seen in the poverty
~ level between 1980 and 1990 for citizens in the City of

‘ L Portland Multnomah County and the State of Or-A -

egon

T e - K G-
PR .

o. _b Graph 2 presents the data accordmg to ethmc groups

L Afrlcan Amerlcans have the lowest. percentages of .
- c1t1zens ‘who are above the poverty level. Whites, i in

comparison, have. the h1ghest percentages of c1t1zens S

S A‘above the poverty level

: , Table 2 - :
The Percentage of Citizens with Incomes Above 100% S
~of the Federal Poverty Level by Year

e ,}_fftf‘n)/ - cityof. . ,Multnomahf -~ 'State of

" Ethnchroups :fPortIa:nd,\;:;f ~Coun\ty~{[ Oregon

| 1980 | 1990 | 1980 | 1990 | 1980 1_1\9904

| Atrican-Americans |  71% | 69% | 71% | 70% | 72% | 70% |

77t | Ametican:Indians < | 76%- [ 68% | 76% | 72% | 78%:|  74%.
|Asians - | 73% | 78% | 76%.| 79%:| 78% | 80%
Hispanics ~ | 78% | 74% | 80% | 74% | 79% | 71%
Whites -~~~ |.89% | 88% | 90% | 89% | 90% |.89%

-~ | An EthniciGroups : 87%" 583'%‘. .8’9%_ ~87% | 89% | 88% |\ -

'Source 1980 and 1990 U S Census of Populatlon.j B oL

o Note In the 1980 census, a greater percentage of citizens of

“Spanish origin were categorized as "other". Therefore, the reader

< should use cautlon in 1nterpret1ng the percentages for Hlspamcs

ot

.o

" The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board__
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e

D The Clty of Portland and Multnomah County have .
greater percentages of Hispanics above the federal .
poverty level compared to the State as a Whole

' -.Data Descrlptlon. , Data for 1980 and 1990 was der1ved ',

~from the U.S:" Census. The percentages are based on "

- " persons which' are the sum of the number of persons in'. B
"> ‘families with incomes above the poverty level and the . -
number of unrelated individuals with incomes above- the
- poverty level. The census excludesmmates of institutions,

. persons in military group quarters, in college dorm1tor1es -

. and unrelated 1nd1v1dua1s under 15 years old ‘

I el

Graph 2

Percentage of Citizens wnth Incomes Above
100% of the Poverty Level in 1990

v

AN
s

)

** Hispanic

) T B — - T
- African-Americans Ly RN

- American Indians -

"7 Asian-Americans .

0% . 20%. 40%  60% 80% 100% -

| EthnichroUps: "

K Percentage Above 100% of Poverty

B DClty of Portland R
" @Multnomah County e

:IState of Oregon .

Source' 1980 and 1990 U S Census of Populatlon
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| "i';-.Chtldren in Poverty

| L Urgent Benchmark #30 Percentage of

" children 0-17 lwmg above 100% of the
R poverty level

L

Purpose' Th1s urgent benchmark measures the well- =
- being of families living in the City of Portland and.
. Multnomah County. By monitoring this benchmark, we. =
. understand the impact of efforts toi increase the percentage o

- . of ch11dren 11v1ng above the poverty level

i, When lookmg at ethmc groups the percentage of )
~* children 0-17living above poverty remained the same N
. .or declined between 1980 and 1990 with oné exception
" (see Table 3). The exception is As1an-Amer1can chil-:
' ‘dren (0-17) which increased in percentages for all . -
- three government _]urlsdlctlons S

,Trends' S | o ‘

, ~For all ch11dren between the ages of 0- 4 and 5-17, thev o
: percentage above poverty fell between 1980 and 1990 '
v (see Table 3). This means that slightly more children
’ are Ilvmg in poverty today compared to a decade ago Lo

1990 | -

86% |

-Graph 3 shows a breakdown of poverty statius accord-, B
~ingto ethnic groups in 1990. The percentage of white
. _chlldren who are abovev the'poverty_level is greater

o Sourfc\e: 1980 and'19§0 US Census of I"‘o'pulatio/nT :

o Tables T
The Percentage of Children 0- 17 L|vmg Above 100%' e
: . .. of the Poverty Level by Year )
o v cltyof Multnomah 5 ,State‘ot;f,/’;
- Age and Ethnic. | portiand, .|’ County = | Oregon .
»; -~ Groups . - : ——
v T 1980 | 1990 | 1980 1990j;1980
O-4yearsold . -~ -|-81% |:79% | 83% | 81% | 85% | 80% |
" [5-17 yearsold " 85% | 82% | 88% | 84% | 89%
| African-Americans' 64% | 61% | 63% | 62% | 66% | 64%
American- lndlans | 80% | -62%- "77%' 66% | 76%. | 68% -
|Asians '65% | 73% | 69% | 74% | 75% | 81% |
.+ - |Hispanics - . 74% | 67% | 77% | 67% | 78% | 65%
. Whites -~ . . | 89% | 85% | 90%. | 87% | 89% | 86%.
."U"|AN Ethnic:Groups | 84% | 81% | 86% | 83% | 88% | 84% |

: The Por tland'MUItﬂdmdh',Pl_‘og‘rl‘e's's Board R
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T

~

than other ethn1c groups Th1s means that whlte S
" children are less hkely to be in poverty compared to o

other ethn1c groups

N ol . . P

o Data Descrlptlon' The data from th1s benchmark 1s'
. -derlved from the 1980 and 1990U.S. Census of Populatlon
- -and Housmg “See Benchmark #6 for a descnptmn of ,

J c1tlzens excluded from the census. S S

Cetee

s Graph3 ‘
Percentage of Children 0-17. lemg
Above 100% ot the. Poverty Level in 1990

R Afncan-Amencans

-

o American lndians"

. ‘Asian-Americans -

‘Ethmc GroupS'

K s ‘ .". Hisp'an‘ic". ' i
“ - } ¢ ! Lo Lo . e
X " ' ' Whlte : I
o Do e : o ; 0%  20% 40% - ‘60% . 80% - 100% _
" \ ) ’ RO e Percentage of Children Above Poverty o
o R 1 \ GGy of Portiand |
; Sy : 3 2 A i - @Multnomah County
- : - -State of Oregon
' Source° 1990 U. S Census of Populatlon ‘_
. Sy » l - N s
¢ s ' s |
_’ ' r 4‘ // -
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e Youth Ed ucatwn 30 T

| 'jl_/;.dUrgent Benchmark #37 Percentage of
s students who achzeve establtshed skzll

PR Purpose° ThlS urgent benchmark focuses on how Well our..
SR "_"chlldren are learmng the basic skills they need to prepare -
.."themselves as'adult: citizens. - Efforts to better educate -
o "fchlldren will advance our goal of atta1n1ng the best edu- -
O v.[lcated c1tlzens in the natlon B U S DU

"",Trend5° U

B levels. e T L

,‘ev_,

L sk111s When compared to the State of Oregon

f"For most grades tested Multnomah County students
.. -lag behind: ‘Oregon: students for advanced readmg |

o proﬁc1ency when examining the past three years.
“"Table 4 (on page 28) shows that, however, th1rd and

o elghth graders from Multnomah County had shghtly

| " higher percentages of advanced. readlng sk111s When

‘ __compared to students statew1de

LEC

Graph 4

T Percentage of. Third Grade Students (
Achlevmg Advanced Sk|IIs in Readmg

Graph 4 shows the percentage of thlrd grade stu- o

- dents ach1ev1ng advanced skills in reading: In 1992
- "and 1994, students statemde fared better than
"‘»'fMultnomah County In 1993, a greater percentage of
- students in Multnomah County achieved advanced

<y

BN
s e

) Multnomah County

' -BaSIc .
: mProfncnent

Year r RS

11992
1993

1994;

1992

State of Oregon 1p
1993,

1994

0% e

l:JAdvanced

20% . 40%,. " 60% .°-
PercentageAchlevmg Advanced SkI"S TR

80% .

100% o

Source Oregon Statewide Assessment Department of Educatlon -
State of Oregon 1992 1994 ER . e

R .
R .
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e [j ‘. “ In the future 1t w111 be 1mportant for us to analyze th1s -

T 1nformat10n by ethn1c1ty

S "Data Descrlptlon. Table 4 (on page 28) presents the dataf e
o .accordmg to three established skill levels: basic, proﬁ-‘j_.
ol ’ivc1ent ‘and advanced. There are various. deﬁnltlons ofskill . = |
-1 levels. However, the 1993 Oregon Statew1de Assessmentu S

s deﬁnes estabhshed Sklll levels as follows R AR

'.f N

o 'A'Ba'sic. This level de‘n'otes only' partial maStery of -
*'the Essential Learning Skills and the Common' "
" Curriculum Goals at the1r grade level:. Students .-+

- at this level are most l1kely not making . satisfac- "
_tlomng below grade level expectatlons

: ”",Proficlent Th1s\level denotes sohd strong,f""",

g f-acceptable mastery of the Essentlal Learning - .= 7"
- Skills and' Common’ Curriculum’ Goals at their * - :- \
‘grade. ‘Students at this level are making satisfac-'
: 1tory progress and are well prepared for the next Co

B :"grade level of schoolmg

o ‘.'.'.:Advanced "Thls level denotes very h1gh supe-._"l“-":";.’:f S
rior performance and students at this level are R
: probably funct1on1ng above grade level expecta- S

A

ft1ons S T e

Graph 5

Percentage of Eleventh Grade Students

Achlevmg Advanced Skllls in Readlng

N Multnomah County}

'.tory progress for their grade and. probably func—.-iff"’_ |

-Basm
I:Profucuent

Year ol o ‘:l I:IAdvanced

1992

1993

fl;. 1994

- State of Oregon’

..1992]

1993

1994,

BT

0%4- - 20%: -40%  .60% . . 80% 100%
Percentage Achuevmg Advanced Skl"S v

Source Oregon Statew1de Assessment Department of Educatlon e ;
State of Oregon 1992 1994 v . S

1995Annual Réﬁ‘?l‘t" S




Achleve Establlshed Sklll Levels

: Table 4 :
Percentage of Students Who '

Grade

Multnomah County' S

Sta’te’ of Oregen

Skill Level byf .

L1992

1993 [

<1992 . |

1993

| Basic

Pro

Adv_

BaSIc

“Pro

Adv -

Basic | |

. Adv‘ .

Basic

Pro ..

| Adv,

Basic

?Pro, )

‘A’dv, -

Basic |

Third Grade:‘ F

1. Reading -

23%

46% .

31% .

20%

“47%:

33%

20%.

.33%

1%,

54%

35%

1%

58% -

31%

38% |,

|2 Math

120% i

57% .

23% -

20% -

54%

'26%.

20%

' 28%

16%

66%

-18%

15% -

64%

21% |1

21%7|.

- |Fifth Grade:"

1.Reading .

2%

'50%-

28%

20%

-55%,

25%

19%

27%

16%:

55%

29%.’

(16%:

5%

126%" | 12

55%.

33%

.. |2-Math -

“22%

'58% .

20%

55% -

24%

2% |

24%

20%

67%:

13%

21% -

64%

15% -| 22¢

| 6a%

14%

Eighth Grade:

2%

o

‘[1:Reading * = ¢

%

52%

25%

2%

54%.

25%"

18%

53%

'29%

6%

R 26% .

18%

60%.

2% | 1

|52%"

. 35%°

2.Math

23% "

21% -

64%"

20% -

,17%1

63% -

| Eteventh Grade: -

27%:

-50% .

23%

51%

27%

51%

28%

16% .

65%..

"18% |17°

20% | .-

1. Reading

24% | 5

8%

54%

23% | 1

18%

52%

'30%

18%

61%

-21%

. 1 7% :

57%. |

26% ,:: -

52%

34% |

i 2.Mat’h’~"

32%

55%

12%

39%

o%‘ ,

1% | 4

2%9; ’

48%

--'10%' .

-29%‘, :

58% j

13%

35%

52%

“13%.

| 52%

9%

' Source° Oregon Statew1de Assessment Department of Educatlon State of Oregon, 1992 1994

, " .

L e

H

Lo

- : : The Portland-M. tiltr‘zonteh'Progress Bo/ard‘
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C '.Purpose.

B ‘Trends: o o

. Urgent Benchmark # 44 Percentage of
o ~:>cztzzens who have economzc access to baszc W
healthcare.c EU AR N .

o ;There are. many factors that affect a persons access to“_ﬂf'
S healthcare, several economic factors among them. Wewill "
" work to better: deﬁne and analyze these factors.’ "At the =~
K present time, we have chosen health 1nsurance as a proxyf; S
- 'for those factors ' : : o >

. .cans have the h1ghest percentages of c1t1zens W1th
: ‘health 1nsurance . s,

Th1s urgent benchmark focuses on' the eco-""‘f X R

o _?}.nomlc barrlers to accessmg -healthcare services in the City." - |

S of Portland ‘and’ Multnomah County ‘Without adequate SO
... health insurance, citizens are. l1kely to delay or forego‘ﬁ" R
- needed healthcare serv1ces o . E

| Atrican-Americans - : B 85% ‘84%-
* | American- Indlans Clp o e9% | TA%

“ |Asians ..o ol 8% s

- Economic Access to Healthcare

: : Table 5 ERRTREI
Percentage of Cltlzens Who. Have Health Insurance LS

By County and State in 1992

State of
. Oregon

" 992

Multnomah?@i
: County

1992

Hispanics *~ » - - |0 80% | et
Whites - - oo o) '4%', RN R 6%'

3 Source Oregon Populatlon Survey, Oregon Progress Board 1992

a D 'Z-"'Table 5 shows the percentage of c1t1zens in 1992 Who R -
’ PR .._ﬂ_have health insurance.. Wh1tes and African- Amerl--‘-:,, Ceni

[N
.‘ R

, .‘,';Data Descrlptlon. The data was denved fromaquest1on L
L ) ' L © T on the 1992 Oregon Populat1on Survey conducted by the ..
e ‘Cltlzens who are’ less l1kely to have health 1nsurance‘t Lo ‘Oregon Progress Board. The question is as follows "Are

. are H1span1cs when comparingall ethnicgroupsstate-~ =
wide. .In Multnomah County,. Amencan-Ind1ans are‘ .

S _‘ less l1kely to have health 1nsurance

- . you presently ‘covered by some kind of health insurance.. .
L 'plan‘? Respondents answered yes or no to th1s quest1on \

1995Aziﬁddl Report - "



N ezghborhood Lwabzlzty

, Urgent Benchmark #61 Percentage of
... people who rate thezr nezghborhood

' '.":."'..if;‘lwabzlzty hzgh

R R Table6
L Percentage of Cltlzens Who Rate o
Thelr Nelghborhood leablllty ngh in 1994

S 5Purpose. Thls urgent benchmark addresses how the Cltyf-- S FRR

> '; - of Portland and Multnomah County cltlzens percelve the CLhERL D
EANRS quahty of 11v1ng in the1r nelghborhoods FEERTI :

.J_.

,';.Trends.,. R }‘ i

- E'_I

S, .
f
v

In general c1t1zens rate the1r nelghborhood 11vab1hty"_'_._;-.‘~ -

h1gh As Table 6 shows 78% of all Multnomah

c1tlzens surveyed rate thelr nelghborhood 11vab111ty "‘ g -
U Nelther bad nor’/

Cas good" to "very good " Table 6 also shows that

. City of Gresham cltlzens g1ve the hlghest ratmgs fori"

11vab111ty (86%)

’
DT

Table 7 compares nelghborhood hvablhty for Port- E B
land c1tlzens in 1993 and 1994 Little ‘change'is seen S
between years in how Portland c1t1zens rate the1r

nelghborhood 11vab111ty 1

P
,/'

Graph 7 shows the percentage of 01t1zens who rate

their nelghborhood hvablhty high'i in 1994 accordmg‘? RN

~ City oi
| Portland .

“city of :
Gresham

'Remalnder

of |

:Multnomah
& County

Total

Multnomah

County

"~ "|High Livability -

'86%.

80%;

Cawn |

" |(very good + good)|

7 |Very good

2%

28%. - -

31% "

2% |

Good

,' '52% -,

1 58%

50%

.53% :

>”,good

g 18%

8 =,12%'

14%<

g |

N

B.ad.’v"ﬂ_ ‘.: o

1% -

C A% e

1%

4% -
g

%._“:._‘ - 7

) :'Source 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (Jomt .
: Clty and County Audltors) S o L

' to nelghborhoods and other areas. Southwestcltlzens TR ) ARt -.

g1ve the hlghest ratlngs (93%)

'.--_,n ! PR

ST o ~ [ MU A N
i AT R R B L

L ThePortlandMultnomahProgress Board - - o, ol

i

. : . .- . e L - A L L o : 3 N L TN . K L, LT i



- *

Graph 6 R
Geographlcal Boundarles of

Portland Nelghborhood Coalltlons and f‘-

Other Areas |n Multnomah County

. Wlllamette Rlver to the east

Geographlcal Boundarles of E R
Nelghborhoods and Other Areas- ' x

‘ As Graph 6 shows the Clty of Portland is d1v1ded approx1mately mto seven | ..
e nelghborhoods. Also mcluded is the Clty of Gresham and the. remamder o
.of Multnomah County ; ’

r Central Northeast borders ColumblaBlvd and Sandy Blvd to the north
:33rd and 42nd to the west the Banﬁeld nghway to the south and I 205
' to the east : .

East .borders the Columbla Rlver to the north the Pemnsula Dramage 2
Canal to the west Columbxa Blvd to the south and 162nd to the east




SR -IData Descrlptlon The data from thls benchmark 1s e i
o "derived from the annual Citizen Survey conducted by Clty,g,. N
~‘and CountyAudltors In 1993 data was collected fromthe . . -
Multnomah County and the C1ty of Portland LT e e e e
oy _';A random selectlon of res1dents was asked the follow1ngj.,." ;-", Good o sem | sow

j " questlon “"Overall, how do you rate the 11vab111ty of your .~
- neighborhood?"". Respondents were given five choices in -,

L counts by census tracts .

S '_,'f"Th'eAPortl'and-Multhon‘_zq‘h Progress Board ' -

v

Nezghborhood Lwabzlzty ( Contmued)

In contrast Northeast C1t1zens have the lowest per- '-'»:'._.' : o I e Table 7 , ' -
. centage (64%) Who g1ve hlgh ratmgs for nelghborhOOd_ R Percentage of Portland C|t|zens Who Rate
> 11vab111ty I S Thelr Nelghborhood leablllty H|gh in 1994

Clty of Portland
1993 | -

N [ hL h'l';'t‘/' oy d P i\’d 1%
-.City of Portland only. In 1994 the sample 1nc1udedi-’~ N ek |‘|y(very good + good)} . T7%

: Very‘good s es% 2%

Neither bad norgood o 7% i 18%

answerlngthe questlon ranglngfrom very good” to'very Bad. . T (Y S I 4% o

-bad." The data was welghted accordlng to Housmg Umt L Very bad " - % | ,;,;j- 1%

. Source 1993 Portland Cltlzen Survey (Clty Audltor) 1994 Port-

R \_‘,Audltors)

ER

’ land/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (J omt Clty and County R

b

- - RS PR g . N . , L e S, . B R R o 0, . N B - .



. . . ) : - . N Eh ) LT s . : . T . B N 0 ° N . T N .

' -As Graph7shows the datals presented accordlngto seven.'f ’
‘ne1ghborhood coahtlons Nelghborhood coahtlons are
-~ groupings of ne1ghborhoods throughout the Cify of Port-

- land ‘The nelghborhoods coalitions are approximated by' e
| grouping census tracts together. - Graph 6 d1sp1ays the
A boundarles for nelghborhood coahtmns : -

Graph7 RN

Percentage of Cltlzens in 1994 Who Rate Thelr
' Nelghborhood L|vab|I|ty H|gh

Nelghborhood and Other Areas. .} -

193% L

Southwest '
! : Clty of Gresham T , J86%
T : ’ CentraINE - = 483% :
: . ; NW/Downtown»._‘ 183% ot -
' g RemofMultCo" H80% . | < . |
' " East —lre% -
. Southeast : 2, -
: . North"'__ RIS )
- ’ Northeast = RN ‘ - : i
) 0% . 20% .  40% ' 60%, - 80% < 100%
Pe.rcentage Ftatlng Nelghborhood leablhty Hngh 7' L
» Source. 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (J omt
: Clty and County Audltors)
A 1995 Annual Report R




)

S '«government performance L

n _‘:-’l Trends. . o v B \ ., f <

S ‘ Thev_Por'tdland‘-M ultnomah. Progress Board. .- ..

k_Urgent Benchmark # 76: Percentage of
v citizens who feel government is domg a
A ‘good JOb at provzdzng servzces. i v

Purpose. ThlS urgent benchmark evaluates the Clty of
o ,Portland and Multnomah County C1t1zens perceptlon of E

P

. El Table 8 dlsplays ratmgs of government perfor- ER

T }' mance in three areas of Multnomah County: Clty of A e ———
. -, |Very good:

2 Good

Neither bad nor

"'?Portland City of Gresham and the remainder of

R Multnomah County. In addition, the entire area of A. :

o ';Multnomah County is presented in the. Total Col- -
umn: . According to the table; 52% of all 01tlzens in,.
Multnomah County feel the government 1s domg

good JOb : : a

‘ D .Graph 8 prov1des a breakdown of the data accordlng P

- to neighborhood coahtlons and other areasin: .
- Multnomah County.  The greatest percentage of

¥ citizens (63%) who feel government is d01ng a good & f_‘ e
e Job reside in the Northwest/Downtown area: ‘In con- ' -

2 Table 8 .
Percentage of Cltlzens
Who Feel Government is Domg

a Good Job in 1994 '

' ‘:rCity of

' -,;Cityof,‘
Gresham .

: Remalnder

of

;Multnomah
IR T County

Total

Multnomah' SRR '
: (;}ounty Ao

~"Nobof - )
Government:

52% -

5%

- .|(very good + good) '

‘. N
IR

5% -

- 5% .

N \.“4%) ‘ .i'

5%

AT%

49%

) ‘v 45% ::

47% 3 '

good

37% e

36%

o Bad;.‘.‘]'.,'» o

8%_

S 11%

8% | B

L . Very bad

3%

N ECI< 0 I

4%

3% |

* trast, only 43% of citizens from the East glve the Clty‘ -

- ‘and County government h1gh marks

o [N . . . -

g ‘ Sl e T a

* Source:. 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (J omt S R '
Cxty and County Audltors) y : S

P . . R . R o . et S . R - - N .
St . B - R oo~ e - . ) b R o e oul T Do e AP



. LT Lo e .. . i L N X . s e .. i ) oo ~ B . o S . )

d Data Descrlptlon' Data from th1s benchmark comestf 'V‘ o
. . from the annual Citizen Survey conducted by the C1ty andf' AN
SR County Aud1tors Data is presented for 1994 only

L C1t1zens were asked the followmg questlon on the survey )
D ,"Overall how good a job do you ‘think the Clty and County " .-
C . are domg at prov1d1ng government serwces‘? Citizens, . . -
L ‘were g1ven ﬁve categories of responses rangmg from 'very ¢ .
e good" to "'very bad".. See Benchmark #61.for a descnptlon-
o ':"of the samphng areas and we1ght1ng charactenst1cs T

o . Graph 8: :
Percentage of CltlzensWho Feel ;

Government is Domg a Good Job‘J N

at Prowdlng Serwces |n 1994 E

oo v

;‘Arr."Neigh:borhoods\and bth'?r. Ar:eaﬁ_s:"f./k T

* NW/Downtown [

T63%

- 'South'West" s

—60%

o Clty ofGresham'-v'-

~154

<, < - CentraINE:' — 11 53%
o ) Northeastr 7152%
‘ v , Southeast' = 5194 |
- ‘: . Rem of Mult Co' . : o) 49% |
\ i ' T North [ 45%
‘ B " Bast [ —143% : SN RS
i ' 0% .1 20% [ 40% 60% - 80% ' “100% ..
, Percentage of szens lemg ngh Ratlngs : ‘
- L . ‘ i Source. 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (J omt -
L e , ; Clty and County Audltors) : \ ‘
N ‘.; , ) ‘ .‘ : v N .
’ ‘- . . o - R
5 ' . .:+1995 Annual Report ..~
i R T o :
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: ."-"V“‘IBenchmark #82 Per capzta dollars spent

E for Ctty and County government

o Purpose' Th1s data is 1ntended to 1nd1cate a certaln level BRI
- lof efﬁmency in the dehvery of local government services...
‘ ,‘;Measurement of government efﬁmency is difficult because'.‘_. c o
-~ " of the various factors involved in computing expenditures. < . [1994- 95 (Budgeted)
. and services. Although thls benchmark speaks onlyto Clty\ e

- and County government, we have included data for somej

o other tax1ng ent1t1es in Multnomah County

R There are forty (40) local and regmnal governments and Lo
_ :speclal districts with taxmg and expendlture authorlty 1n" ) 1 —

- Multnomah County. Citizens throughout the county are’ 1-9857 86 (Ac'tual) R AR '*"$806'7' -
. . taxed by two or three governments and up to six spemal-ﬂ“ o ' PR | '
: ,d1str1cts dependlng on the location of their residences. As 2. it

. ’the benchmarks program evolves -with local Jurlsdlctlons_ 1994 el
~ i oin the countytargetedfor ourﬁrstoutreachefforts in1995, .
S we will strive to more clearly deﬁne efﬁc1ency W1th1n the SRS

S county

L ,.*,Trends. f_."-' .

' a: ‘Although per caplta expendltures of Multnomah

. County and City of Portland governments have risen -

“Table 9. . S
-‘Per Caplta Expendltures B
Clty of Portland Government B

Fiscal Year

T $1,228 -

1993-94 (Revised) - $1,228

Tl199293(Actual) . - o | g1259 0 ]

v 199102 (Actuay . ] st0a

- -[1990-91 (Actual) "o T o ost08 0

of ot |

Source Clty of Portland Ofﬁce of Fmance and Admmlstratmn e

S Ly e
Y .

- ‘in the past decade, increases since 1990 have slowed“-f o g -
_s1gn1ﬁcantly Tables9and 10 representrecenthlstorl- o .
| TheP Of'iland-M ultnomdh.ProgreseBoaifd IR



cal expendltures of the c1ty and county Table 11
~ presents the 1993-94 expendltures for the other
larger taxmg Jurlsdlctlons in the county ‘

) o O Asa percent of 1ncome property tax in Multnomah
~ County has actually shown a marked decrease smce o

41990 Table 12 detalls that reductlon S

- Data Descrlptlon. . These data are drawn from two /

sources: the City of Portland, Office of Finance and Admin-

' 1strat10n and the Tax Superv1s1ngand Conservation Com- -
. mission (TSCC)." The later is. a legislatively mandated -
o entlty that reviews and assists the financial activitiesofall
. local governments ‘within Multnomah County. Because
“- the basis: for their data is shghtly different; numbers from. -
~ the two sources are not always comparable T

’ Table 10 _
‘Per Caplta Expendltures
Multnomah County Government

, Year mgnnqma'nicépmyg |
| | 1993-94 (Budgeted) ~ . | = $699
1992-93 (Actual) .~~~ o gess
o |1991-92 (Actual) - - - . - | - “ss19
“|1990-91 (Actual) . . ot T Tsart
" |1985-86 (Actual) - - | $289

' Source: Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission, 1994.

e 1995 Annzr:o'zl‘Rep‘Q,;th o



-", TnMet _ L
SRR Portof Portland ... .~

Table 11

\ Per Caplta Expendltures By Selected P
Multnomah County Taxlng Authorltles 1993 94

: Expenditures A

For Resrdents of City of Portland”

| $148.

BRI AR &

[Metro. 2

| 899

B

PRSI Table 12 : .
Per Caplta Property Tax as a Percent of Income
. Multnomah County R

FlscalYear o

. overall Perf;f 7
. CapitaTax | -

‘Per CapltaTax | -
_as % of Income |~ °

,1994 95,:, T

$919 -

' ‘.")-34.2‘2.% '

1993-94-

%957

. 439% .

" Portland Commiunity College - -

$140

11992-93

. $1,013°

' 4.66%

* |Educational Sevice District

3

1991-92

$1,047

' 5.33%

- |Portiand Public Schools . - L

s

1990-91

151

6.04% .

PEEH

7

Sotu:c'e::""l‘ax Supervising and 'Conser\‘{a‘tion Com‘_mibssion,F‘IQQif. C

1989-90

.$1,068"

. 5.88% .

1988-89 - - .

 $1,002:

- 801% .

1987-88

%969 |

6.22% "

| "1986-87

. '$895" -

- 596%

1985-86 .

| .$843

581% .| -

_'|-1984-85

-$739 -

5.30%

Ja€

o Souric_:-e:_v. Tax‘Supervi‘sin"g‘.an‘a_Conser\{etion vConuhis\sion’, 1994. S

The POrtldhdAM ultﬁomdh Progress Boardv e

. B . . . RN . - . , - . - N FO - S VoL T - . S .
- I C . N . . A R . - . _ B - - ¢ R . . - -



) :‘- ~Purpose" Thls urgent benchmark evaluates c1t1zens - ” —T 1 -
' ‘:jperceptlonofsafetylnthe1rne1ghborhoods ‘Bymonitoring .- - |F eeling Safe D"""g the,_;_ ‘ ,77%--;: *'~81°/'o~,1 . 80% t"'81% 1
‘ . .this benchmark, we will learn 1f c1t1zens feel threatened or'_f" o - - o b1 :
-__-fsecure in the1r commumty [ Verysafe-: -~ - | .32% | 36% | '34% | 35%

L ':ifTrends' RN

v . El The perceptlon of safetylmproved shghtlyfrom 1991 ~|unsafe 0 V6% | TB% | 5% | 4%

S ~dayin: 1991 Th1s percentage increased to 81%in

o El : .'ﬁ.Graph 9 shows a breakdown of- the data accordlng to"‘i'

B percentage (92%) of citizens who feel safe Walkmg
" - during the day in: their. nelghborhood In contrast _ -
L 70% Of Northeast c1tlzens feel safe walklng alone ;- o o Source. 1991 1992 1993 Portland Cltlzen Survey (Clty Auditor). - -

N ezghborhood Safety:i'.‘,{f‘;_ff-'

e Table 13" T I SR
- Ur gent Benchmar k #84 P er centage Of RRERI R Percentage of Portland Cltlzens Who Feel Safe o

-.__‘-'.kcztzzens who feel safe walkmg alone in ,' S Walklng in Their Nelghborhood o
.thezr nezghborhood durmg the day and T Durmg the Day and nght

PN

Ratmg

1991 ;1992, ‘_1993 | 1994

Day (Very Safe + Safe) ‘

oL | sate | 4% | casw | ae% | de%

Ne‘ithe'r'safe__nor unsafe: | 15% | 18% | 14% .| 4%

" t0'1994 for City of Portland citizens. As Table 13 " " - Very Unga’f'e‘. R EEPTR BT T BT R
~shows, 77% ofc1t1zens feel safe walkmg during the o EmELS T T -

§og e R e e g

11994. Similarly, the percentage of citizeris feehng zeerl‘ltn%l Saf% Dfurmg t?e__ 34% 38% 35% 36%
| safe. wa1k1ng during the nlght 1ncreased from 34% in v ight ( ery afe + Sa e). ot SR AN A

1991 to 36% in 1994, R Verysafe o e | 0% | % | e% ]

Clsate | 26% | 28% | 26% o 28%

~ " neighborhood coalitions and otherareasin Multnomah = - Nether safe nor unsafe | 24% | 2% | 28% | 25% -
' County in 1994. Southwest citizens have'the h1ghest_ '- 5»’ Unsafe, - - | 26% .| 26% | 27% . 26% .

VeryUnsafe - " | 16% ":_'.‘14%,'; 5% | 13% |

©.1994 Portland/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (J oint Clty andq TR
County Audltors) ; . o L




’N ezg hborhood Saf ety ( C ontzn ued) ¢ ; 'j-'.f e

| "'A:-dunng the day When n1ght falls however th1s i

o : v';percentage drops to 22%

o -; ‘"Table 14 shows the percentages of c1t1zens Who feel
e safe durmg the day for the City of Portland and otheri i
.- areas in'Multhomah County. In addition, the entire =
S county of Multnomah is presented in the "total” col- S
- umn, In Multnomah’ County, 82% feel safe Walkmg' ﬁ

NP 3 dur1ng the day Th1s percentage drops to 38% at

e Data Descrlptlon

“t '

B "‘The Cltlzen Survey conducted by the Clty and County, “
*© -, "Auditors has two questions relatmg to th1s benchmark» S
. The quest1ons are as follows ’ c e

o in your ne1ghborhood? A

. {,-

o El ; "How safe Would you feel Walkmg alone at mght 1n S

- your ne1ghborhood?

R :tThe response for thls questlon ranges from very safe" to" e ' - ' o0
. .'Source 11994 PortlandfMultnomah County C1t1zen Survey (Jo1nt CoL

"very unsafe." See Benchmark #61 for a descr1pt1on of the,_ o Clty and Coun ty Au dltors)

: ‘samphng areas and We1ght1ng charactenst1cs

P
o

NW/bowntown g

ce AT L S h SVl o T 78/
I -‘Howsafewouldyoufeelwalkmgalonedurlngtheday‘,: e '-'..,-Ql»j-t-eas.-tv : R UL BT TR

e Graph 9 AT o
Percentage of Cltlzens in 1994 Who Feel Safe Walklng
|n The|r Nelghborhood Durlng the Day and nght

Nelghborhoods and Other Areas

: Southwest

CentraINE'V = '85%.

Rem ofMultCo~ - 384%

K East .

: Nodh'

y 176% ‘_ :

- Northeast
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L T Table4 R R RS S S
;e ”_Percentage of Citizens Who Feel Safe Walkmg in The|r oo S L P S ‘
Nelghborhood Durlng the Day and nght in 1994 SRR s C

R Lt IR '; R GO Remamder ’ 3
Jee )T ol Portland. |'Gresham _Multnomah - County s
R e T R tar R R C°“"W y :

; FeelingSafe During | "~~~ - . - R
VtheDay(VerySafe+ 81% - | 8a% ~_84%" Sl esaw T et

Verysafe' e | osewt | azses | ss% | D RD L e
Colsate ) ae% | ae% | 42w | a4 | T e e e U

_ Nelthersafenor 4% »-;1‘1% 1l 13%: 1 13% e _:: S
'unsafev " . : Lo ST

Cu o unsate T e a2 | Ta%
o |Veryunsafe- o 1%l 1w | 1% ) %

R P

B

~|Peeting sateuring | - - -l o e o
thenght(VerySafe 36% »"43"/9., _ 44% | " '38% . S, T Voo s T RO
+ Safe):. = S N SO R D TR S AR T R B R R S

Verysate .- L |-8% | 6w | 14w e | T e R IR e PRSP S

’ Safé ) . ~ 28% . 37% ] ) 30% B {“30%

¢

A Unsafe o % L] es% ,.23%';" o 25%
|VeryUnsafe ". -~ | 13% |- 9% | 9%{',-; L 12%

Source. 1994 Portland/Multnomah County Cltlzen Survey (Jomt el e G B
CltyandCountyAudltors) B . R O
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5 Urgent Benchmark #86‘ Number of

S reported znczdents of domestw vzolence by
. age: (children and elderly) mcludmg

.'\ '

s }famzlzes repeatedly vzctzmzzed

, ‘Purpose° Thls urgent benchmark meastires’ the emo-,l;';;,f' -

S tional health: and- Well-belng of c1tlzens in"the Clty of R
Portland and - Multnomah' County ‘By. examining the

... "incidence of famlly v101ence ‘we can better target supportf !

S ,to the fam11y un1t L PR,

- Data Descr1pt10n° Th1s data has four components de- " - EAERE
Lo scrlbed as follows ' : :

' A :'Ch1ldren abused and neglected per 1 OOO people
L .’_under 18. R

: B “Spouses or domestlc assoc1ates abused per 1 000

~ .. people.
' C, . Elderly. abused per 1 000 people

s D -.Fam111es repeatedly v1ct1m1zed by such 1nc1dents

s . o ; L _(': .

s g Currently, there are several orgamzatmns Wh1ch collect

" dataon family abuse However weare unable to ver1fy the
S most representatlve data R A ‘

Ly

" The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board -~ -« " 7.

. e N h . . R . N N . - P N . . : t T ENIERY - N . Lo



. S L. . . -~ S Je R - e . - ST : o
- ‘. T LR - N " B LT - v - . Pl - . . . - . B

Crzmes Agaznst People "

- ';',_Urgent Benchmark #87 Number of
'reported crimes agamst ‘people per1, 000 o
_— populatzon. (These crimes include murder
rape, robbery, kzdnappmg, assault ) |

B »'Purpose. ThlS urgent benchmark focuses on the extent of ERRE I
- -, serious crimes’in the City of Portland- and Multnomah o, [30.00
- County. Bymomtormgthlsbenchmarkof public safety, we S

*.“canassess the d1str1but10n of resources 1ntended to reduce L

o SEI’lOllS cr1mes

' "f'Trends

o . compared to Multnomah County and the State of
L Oregon v

oo Table 15 shows that crime rates in the Clty of Port-v o
v~ land are roughly three tlmes hlgher than the State of -

" ~;Oregon

: o -'The crime rate per 1 000 populatlon has dechned for_. . o
~ . -all three government _]urlsdlctlons in the ﬁve year SRR

perlod (1989 1993)

: Graph 10
Number of Reported Cr|mes Agamst A
e People Per1 000 Populat|on R

~|25.00
‘|2000 E - Cityot!
1500
& ‘ ‘ 8 S o ib.oo, X:
S CI As seen 1n Graph 10, there are more crlmes agalnst L I
o “people per.1,000 populatlon in the City of Portland ,' RS:

0.00

" ‘Number of Reported Crimes Per One Thousand

5.00

1989 - 1990 1991 1 -1992°. - 1993

Year - S0 AN

. Souree:' A-Oregon_ Law Enforoern_ent ]?ata’Systenis _(.LEDS‘)A.' A

- ".'1995 Annudz Report Ve




. :Crzmes Agaznst People ( Contznued)

*Data Descrlptlon Data is prov1ded from the Law En-; y

L : ‘forcement Data System (LEDS). Each month, the number o
' ofreported crimes and arrests from each police department Tl

7‘_ throughout Oregon are submltted to LEDS. Datais then-" = .-

reported on a quarterly basis. We looked at the following" R

_crimes fordataon thisbenchmark: willful murder, forcible
" rape, robbery, ‘and aggravated assault In the future, = .
B k1dnapp1ng will be 1ncluded as a measure of th1s bench-'v o
: _—mark S

. The Portland-Mulinomah Progress Board - -
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L | L e Table 15 : ' -'
A The Number of Reported Crlmes Agamst People per 1 000 Populatlon

State of Oregon i

Clty of Portland o . Multnomah County v R

R AL :}1989-' 1990 | 1991 :| 1992 /| 1993 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 ~1992: >1,993<; 1989: :1{990 o| 1991 | 1992 | 1903
Willful Murder 38 | 20 (.50 |46 |:58 | 48 | a2 | 56 | 46 | 61 | 128 | 110 [ 120 137 [ da1

| Forcible Rape 415 | 424 | 464 | 490 || 479 | 499 | 489 | 535 .| 575 | se4 | 1311 | 1330 | 1552 | 1,566 | 1,544
-|Robbery - 2699 | 2556 | 2,746 | 2,706 | 2,323 | 2891 [ 2,712 | 2938 | 2923 | 2485 | 4,306 | 4130 | 4404 | 4518 | 3945
| Aggravated Assault | 4932 | 4838 | 4881 | 5167 | 5603 | 5467 | 5273 | 5305 | 5,669 | 6,028 | 8859 [ 8832 | 8671 | 8917|9579
| Total ' 8,084 | 7,847 | 8,141 | 8,409 | 8,463 | 8,905 | 8,516 | 8,834 | 9,213 | 9,138 | 14,604 | 14,402 | 14,756 | 15,138 | 15,209
| Total Pop_ulation 432,75 ’97.319 a}ea,oes[ 458[275 .an,325 | 81,000 | s83.500 'fsoo,oob( ~665,ooq 615,000" { 2,791,000 2,884,000 | 2,930,000 | 2,979,000 3,038,000
Rate per1 000 populatlon |18.70 | 17.94 | 17.97 7| 18.35 [ 17.96 | 15.33 | 14.60 | 14.72 | 15.23" '14 86 | 523 | 499 | 504 | 508 | 501

Source. Oregon Law Enforcement Data Systems (LEDS) Report of Crzmmal Oﬁ"enses and Arrests 1989 1990 1991 1992 and 1993..

1995 Antial Report:




¥ -‘»:"‘f; i(‘1 995 Benchmarks

. In this’ sectlon we present the 1995 Benchmarks}
L accordlng to elght clusters ‘The clusters are categories -
*" intendedto arrange the benchmarks into similar subject .
'areas Each benchmark is, numbered accordmg to 1ts L

T I'_'I Dlsadvantaged Cltlzens..\.?.f.'-_'{-;:‘ “ g Bhstitinnd

if"j. D Economlc Prospenty...;‘..v..i.'.:"‘"'. et

EI Educated Cltlzens ......

v placement in the J anuary 1994 Annual Report In addl- :
. tion, thebenchmarks are cross-referenced with the Stateof -~~~
e Oregon (aslistedin the 1993 Report to the Leg1slature) and'.i' ol
o Multnomah County x - S

D Famlly Support...'..-.*.".'.‘,.-.v.‘.’._...‘,:.f SRR

o 'EI Govemment Performance

R El Healthcare...fi;;..'.~,~,.f.'....j.‘.ﬁ..;-.’..; o

L [Zl Nelghborhood L1vab111ty

g | D Pubhc Safety :'

e f'_ : Th'e‘Por\tland‘-Mult'nomqh_ Progress Board
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1 995 Benchmarks

, ‘.*“.;{(‘;
-;._'30‘

31

e . -‘-'l.' 4_9.

o :jl‘-.‘:;"thsadvantaged Ctttzens. Do R

Urgent Benchmark Percentage of c1t1zens

o j with incomes above 100% of the; federal poverty : 7
e level broken down by ethn1c1ty, (State of Oregon? e '

191 M ultnomah County 34)

Urgent Benchmark Percentage of ch1ldren 0-* ;
17 living above 100%° of the poverty level broken .=

~"down by age ‘and ethn1c1ty» ( State of Oregon 3
Multnomah County 35) ' Lo e

Percentage of ch1ldren Who were homeless at
some t1me in the last year (State of Oregon 6)

Percentage of c1t1zens who are mentally 111 llv1ng .'f. o

.'.-f'?'_",Percentage of c1tlzens W1th developmental R
- disabilities l1v1ng in the housing of their cho1ce el B
"‘Wlth adequate support. (State of Oregon 102

R ;Multnomah County 1 7)

5L "

N Percentage of c1tlzens W1th developmental S
“disabilities who are. employed ( State of Oregon S

e 103 Multnomah County 18)

e

,Percentage of c1t1zens W1th developmental ) S
- disabilities living above the poverty level (State e

R :v\,::_‘_;"-oforegon 104, Multnomah County 19)

“in housing of their choice with adequate support Y o

(State of Oregon 99 Multnomah County 14)

County15)

* above the poverty level ( State of Oregon 1 01
Multnomah County 1 6) -

:',Percentage of c1t1zens W1th phys1cal d1sab111t1es :
* living in housing of their choice. with adequate’

Percentage of c1t1zens W1th physwal d1sab1l1t1es -

. who are employed. (State of Oregon 1 06

- S SR - EURRTL -‘:’;"':';'Multnomah County 21)
Percentage of c1t1zens who are mentally 1ll l1v1ng_ PRI E

S

, ‘_;-Percentage of c1t1zens W1th phys1cal d1sab1l1t1es IR
. 7" living above: the poverty. level (State of Oregon f L o
T ':_‘107 Multnomah County 22) B S o ‘

Pl ,”"-‘_’,‘support (State of Oregon 105 Multnomah County e
Percentage of c1t1zens Who are mentally 1ll who B IARENE N

- are employed (State of Oregon 100 Multnomah 54 |

o 47 -




g | Dzsadvantaged Clttzens ( Contlnued)

56 ' “-' ‘Percentage of elderly l1v1ng in the least restmctwe o

'+ .getting, either.in the1r own home orinan ..-
"+« alternative home settmg (Multnomah County
'*'g13) o ‘ o L

B8, - -Percentage of home owners and renters below :
" -~ median-income spendmg less than 30% of their ..
. household income on housmg (1nclud1ng
2N utilities: gas, electrlc water, garbage, sewer,
| .- phone). (State of Oregon 143 144 Multnomah
County 25) T .

N ,.'1'
,». . .

\ i 59 | A;‘i f'Number of 01t1zens who were homeless at some
- time in the last’ year (State of Oregon 145
- ‘f_;‘Multnomah County 24) E =

3

98 ’_Number of Very-low 1ncome homeowners in . B L
ST ::L.,Multnomah County. spendmg 30% or more of totalf". SRR TR
AR T monthly 1ncome for housmg (State of Oregon :

o 144)

- 99 ;"Percentage of households 11v1ng above 125% of the.'-'- 2

.. ...-Federal Poverty lével.. (State of Oregon 192
R ‘leultnomah County 37)

The Portlandr_ll{.fultnomah:‘Prog}'e»ss‘ Board' -
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1 995 Benchmarks*i v o

. Urgent Benchmark Average annual payroll
i 'per non-farm worker. (State of Oregon 190
s Multnomah County 33)

e _Economic'Pr‘osperity;'j"‘-' .

o Per cap1ta income as a percentage of U S real per. L
o cap1ta 1ncome ( State of Oregon 1 85) i

"_-Per cap1ta 1ncome as a percentage of Oregon S,

" real per capita’income broken down by ethn1c1ty .
Co (State ofOregon 186) S -

S Per cap1ta 1ncome

'Annual total payroll

;! -. 8'..)

\‘~: ‘:‘.9"\ .
e

CoaL
S two years and ﬁve years

o - s i, . 5 . ’13.
Urgent Benchmark Percentage of c1t1zens o L
. with incomes above 100% of the federal poverty TR
. level, (State of Oregon 191 Multnomah County PR 14_-

: ‘:,'—":‘34) ;, B S

15..:

Unemployment rate (as compared to the Portland Ceee

Metropol1tan area) broken down by ethn1C1ty
(State of Oregon 197) - TR

Percentage of i 1ncome from goods and serv1ces soldf; e

outs1de of the Umted States S

_ Percentage of income from goods and servmes sold,"viv‘l:' o
Lo outS1de the Portland Metropohtan reg10n o

- lv" "

N umber of small busmess that fall in one year
Percentage of employer payroll dedlcated to
tra1n1ng and educat1on R -

Percentage of 25 year olds W1th a cert1ﬁcate o
granted from educatlon and tra1n1ng programs EA

Percentage of employees Work1ng 1n ﬁrms Wh1ch
.trainover: 50% of their workforce 20 hours or -

o SR .V . more annually in Work sk111s or Work processes
i ’Total employment (1n thousands) broken down by o :
S ethn1c1ty ‘ o

Percentage of h1gh school students Who are

. engaged in Certificate of Advanced Mastery

programs that 1nvolve Work place expenence

595 AvnualReport

Coae




1 995 Benchmar kS

Lo L . AR
N - o -

. e .
‘ - IR

' metropohtan areas (over 1 m11110n populat1on)

,Number of U S Canad1an and Mex1can :

EconomtcProspertty-(Contmued) .’ e

L

Gl : | ~;commerc1al alrport (State of Oregon 238)

(‘Number of 1nternat10nal c1t1es of over 1 mllhon o
y "populat1on (outs1de Canada & Mexmo) served by
- 'direct or non-stop flights to and from any Oregon el

A 3 commerc1a1 a1rport (State of Oregon 239)

S

ePortland transpac1ﬁc contamer export rates . -
- o+ - compared to those in. Seattle & Tacoma (percent
,greater or less than) (State of Oregon 241)

"-Ahcenses, bu11d1ng permlts water, plumb1ng/
L electncal/heatlng & vent11at1ng, parking; street

. .7use,and conditional use/zomng/varlances (State : ‘-v-'-.‘A."- o
: of Oregon 257 M ultnomah County 79)

s vsu1table for development

e
S f-,_,"and fees per dollars of busmess 1ncome : o R

BN T

' "Percentage of government permlts 1ssued W1th1n B
'+ “the target time period or less including. busmess ST

; Total taxes per caplta as percentage of U S
: RN A -,'average (State of Oregon 250) -
..~ served by.non-stop. ﬂ1ghts to and from any. Oregon';, RS

.'_‘Total taxes per $1 000 1ncome (Multnomah
o _County 253) r o

Percentage of federal state & local busmess taxes

J :Real per caplta capltal outlays for pubhc ‘ S
S ‘1nfrastructure (State of Oregon 255 Multnomah
IR _County 78) f.-}, "; R ‘ ‘ o

;Percentage of total non-manufacturlng JObS in the \
. - Portland: Metropohtan area located in downtown
By Portland G = :

jAnnual per caplta pubhc and pnvate ﬁnanmal e
" support for the arts-in- the region‘including -1 - r B

v 11brar1es museums V1sua1 arts, and performlng

100

: ST arts
: Percentage and number of 1ndustr1al s1te acreage e,
' "identified in comprehens1ve plans that 1s actually‘ .

Average wages per employee in ﬁrms W1th fewer

than twenty employees in Multnomah County

3 lThe, Porftlaﬁdi—Mttlthomahv Progfess Board. _-' .
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1 995 Benchmarks

‘Educated Cttzzens.

- Percentage of chlldren entenng k1ndergarten

o meetmg spec1ﬁc development standards for thelr ‘
"age. Dévelopment includes cognitive, language &"f-\-_ c

o literacy, physical well-bemg, and soc1al/em0t10nal Ll

| ;’::development (State of Oregon 16, Multnomah

B (A

. County 40)

| -Urgent Benchmark Percentage of students L

-7 who achleve established skill levels broken down L
- by ethn1c1ty and grade level (State of Oregon 18- ';‘ e

| -'.“,':‘3-22)

o '-_"-1_38..;" H1gh school graduatlon rate (State of Oregon

' '-w’,47 Multnomah County 38)

Percentage of adults Who have completed at least"‘ o
~* one year of educational programs after secondary :

S 40
ol aPprent1cesh1p progr am. (State Of Oreg on 52)

Al

42;i""i'

S s

Percentage of adults who completed a certlﬁed

.‘-,Percentage of adults who have completed an
FR _fassoc1ate degree in professmnal technical

education broken down by ethmclty ( State of

c o : Oregon P49)

Percentage of people leav1ng post—secondary s
-.. : coursework that possess skill sets to match Work -
L ',force needs (Multnomah County 39) o

Percentage of adults who possess Enghsh hteracy
- _;'f,-;skﬂls broken down by prose, document,; .' -
‘ '.’.,‘quantltatlve and information/technology, l1teracy

i (State of Oregon 56 59 Multnomah County 10)

v

1

S ‘school broken down by ethn1c1ty (State of Oregon Y :,: s R
;.48) L , S AR TN g



1 995 Benchmarks

T Famzly Support

© | ./ the following: Illicit drugs during pregnancy, " 86,

Percentage of 1nfants whose mothers d1d not use

L alcohol during pregnancy (self-reported by -

e , mother), and tobacco during pregnancy. (Self-
“ " .reported by mother) (State of Oregon 1 1
= .Multnomah County 3) : :

- 82,

k Percentage of ch11d care fac111t1es whlch meet , L T
- established basic standards. (State of Oregon R

_, .“182 Multnomah County 27)

e every 100 children under age 13 (State Of 0" egon

3 Number of 1dent1ﬁed Chlld care slots avallable for S

I ,183 Multnomah County 28)

e

o the e1ghth and eleventh grades (State of Oregon -
,_33) S T

'Urgent Benchmark Number of reported

incidents of domestic violence by age (chlldren x

- ‘and elderly) 1nclud1ng families. repeatedly
R :.v1ct1m1zed These 1nclude the follow1ng

e _:A'.'_A Chlldren abused and neglected per 1 000 i
" “'peopleunder 18. (State: ofOregon 4a, ST

| ‘ M ultnomah County 45)

B Spouses or domest1c assoclates abused per ST

. 1,000 adults. (State of Oregon 5, Mult-
' jnomah County 46) : L

, C ‘Elderly abuse per 1 000 people (State of

'_ Percentage of students free of 1nvolvement W1th R Oregon 97 Multnomah County 47)
.. alcohol in the previous ‘month broken down by the I AT
. eighth . and eleventh grades (State of Oregon 31 - oD, -.'Fam111es repeatedly Vlctlmlzed by such
- Multnomah County 29) : e , R 1nc1dents : ~
_ Percentage of students free of 1nvolvement W1th 3 ,1401‘."" ""Number of 1dent1ﬁed subS1d1zed Chlld care slots
S illicit drugs’in ‘the previous ‘month broken down -.-‘ '» SR _avallable for every 100 chlldren under age 13 who
- by the e1ghth and eleventh grades. (State of o _‘are ﬁnanclally e11g1ble DR LT
R ?;;Oregon 32, Multnomah County 30) ’ : o . S st
: o 1020 3Average total famlly 1ncome 1n Multnomah
,Percentage of students free of 1nvolvement Wlth » » L

SR tobacco in the prev10us month broken down by

RERERRE County

.' )' . -‘f-.The Portland-M ultnomah Progress Board

. . - - . B o - v - PR T L . T T .. T L. S . - - .



. v L ' e . . . SRR s . :
. f , . ” A . . v A by -, Ransfint - A A . .

| 1 995 Benchmarks

S Government Performance. 3

L {7'4’;‘

- Percentage of e11g1ble c1t1zens who Vote (State of -

Oregon 172, Multnomah County 74)

L ~-.'_serv1ces (Multnomah County 80) T

B ons1dered (Multnomah County 83)

_': "78;'7“: .
e hours of their’ t1me per year to civic, communlty, o

Percentage of 01tlzens Who Volunteer at least 50

- . or non- proﬁt activities. (State of Oregon 1 74

A “ o fMultnomah County 82)

'»Percentage of govemment organlzatlons that - G
" adopt benchmarks, incorporate them into budget SRR
- and/or planmng processes and collect supportmgi,_ S

| :‘, ;:’._data (Multnomah County 85)

. 80.
-~ -adopt benchmarks 1ncorporate them into’ budget
, o ~‘and/or planmng processes and collect supportmg
. Urgent Benchmark Percentage of c1t1zens Who R data > S

- feel government is doing a-good JOb at prov1d1ng LT
: 81. General obhgatlon bond rat1ng (Standard & , -
DL DR Poor s) (State of Oregon 259 Multnomah County R

Percentage of c1t1zen volunteers 1n a government- R _-7 7). . \ R 3 AR
©al advlsory capac1ty Who are satisfied that their - ... "
- recommendations were carefully and respectfully;_ 824
w0 for.city and county government (Multnomah

Percentage of commumty organ1zat10ns that o

. R c

Urgent Benchmark Per cap1ta dollars spent

o '”"County 76)

ooss
PR T ‘-percentage of total government expendltures

103,

D1rect govemment serv1ce dehvery expenses asa-

Percentage of medlan household 1ncome spent for
“:<3;taxes S : o

1995 Annual Report

e



Healthcare.

26 Pregnancy rate per 1 000 females ages 10 17
" e broken. down by ethn1c1ty (State of Oregon 1
L jMultnomah 1) ‘ : _

B 27 'Percentage of healthy b1rthwe1ght bab1es broken
RO S down by ethmmty (State of Oregon 1 0)

AR 29 , ‘Percentage of two year olds Who are adequately |
Lo 1mmun1zed (State of Oregon 14 Multnomah
L g County 4) :

440 Urgent Benchmark Percentage of c1t1zens who
- . have economic access to health care." (State of

Oregon 177 Multnomah County 44)

- 46, ,Annual percentage and number of people w1th

.. early diagnosis of HIV. (State of Oregon 75

. ;Multnomah County 6) P

i i B e - - L s - LE N T G o . X . . .
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80,

62. .iPercentage of people who commute (one-way)

"within 30 minutes between where they live and

o Ne;ghborhood Lwabtltty

: “_Acres of parks and protected green Space per o ..
- .72 1,000 c1tlzens (State of Oregon 127 Multnomah
- ,County 69) . R

Percentage of populatlon that l1ves W1th1n one

_ '"Urgent Benchmark Percentage of people Who
-_irate the1r ne1ghborhood hvab1hty h1gh :

= 5.Work (State of Oregon 136 Multnomah County

g Percentage of people Who commute to and from )
" work and use mult1ple modes of transportat1on , o ,

- for commutlng (Multnomah County 73)

e

E ';'Y‘Percentage of streets rated_acceptably clean
AT ":.(Multnomah County 68) B :

i
e
e

l_Percentage of surfaces Where there 1s l1tt1e or- no o :'
: grafﬁt1 4 " ST :

_ .Number of days per year the commumty meets
R government amb1ent a1r qual1ty standards
" half mile walk of all of the following: park/openr Sl R : ~ e
I j-Aspace, ‘transit service, elementary semce, e
R ,ne1ghborhood commerc1al node b1ke path and e
A \“Walkways : B2 e o

. Carbon d10x1de em1ss1ons asa percentage of 1990
o _-\_’em1ss1ons (State of Oregon 109) T S

‘Percentage of samples per year of the commu-

R ' -.":n1ty’s river and.streams that meet’ government
' in-stream water quahty standards (Multnomah

.. L69. .

S ;'.T‘,County 66)

: fAnnual Water usage per cap1ta broken down by v‘ "
}-‘\'mdustrlal res1dent1al and commerc1al categones;‘i'{: ey

R

LA _ 1995Annual Report o




: Nezghborhood Lwabzhty ( Contmued)
70 ?Number of energy umts used per cap1ta broken
PR down by 1ndustr1al res1dent1al and commerc1al
L ‘categorles ; » SRR
P 71 i «Pounds of sol1d Waste landﬁlled per caplta per
MR year (State of Oregon 121 Multnomah 67)

Ve 72 “'_""Percentage of Portland metropohtan area e S
.. population growth since 1990 occurnng W1th1n SR

L - the Clty of Portland broken down by spec1a1
needs AESRNE | L

10_4‘.7 j Percentage of c1t1zens who rate the1r streets .
EE acceptably clean (Multnomah 68)
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1 995 Benchmarks

- 48“4;.":_r"

. 8h.

e Publtc Safety

§ Urgent Benchmark Percentage of c1t1zens who
" feel safe Walkmg alone in their neighborhood -~~~
: -dur1ng the day (Multnomah County 49)

: Number of reported crlmes agamst people or i
".property. motivated by preJudlce broken down by i

" ethnicity, sexual orientation, rehgmn and

o o nat10na1 or1g1n (State of Oregon 91)

?Urgent Benchmark Number of reported

~.crimes against people per 1,000 populat1on
... »Crimesinclude murder, 1 rape, robbery, - -

L *_;'-k1dnapp1ng, and assault broken down by age and o

: "[ne1ghborhood coalition. (State of Oregon 155

» M ultnomah County 50)

P ) ‘:\ —:j~“ 88.

- Number of reported crlmes agalnst property per
. 7.-+1,000 population. Cnmes include burglary, : o
© . larceny, motor vehicle theft arson,and vandalism
" ‘broken down by age and nelghborhood coalition.

L o '(State of Oregon 156 Multnomah County 51)

89,

.‘Percentage of arrestees test1ng pos1t1ve for alcohol

- orillicit drugs in Multnomah County (Mult- g

o nomah County 57)

F1rearm 1nJur1es and fatal1t1es rate per 1 000 \

" population broken down by age. (M ultnomah

:'_ i"} _County 52)

;'Number of crime v10t1ms per 1 000 populat1on ERES R
- " broken down by type of crime (person or R

.+ property), age status (juvenile or adult) and
L fethmclty (Multnomah County 60)

92 s Percentage of adults Who use 111egal drugs o

R (Multnomah County 31)

93 |

~ ,Percentage of felons Who comm1t neW felonles
' within three years of re-entry into the -

- jcommumty (State of Oregon 159 Multnomah

: _‘:_County 56')

‘ . ‘-“1995 -Anhu_’q'z Re'_jaén free n




' -:, 'Publzc Safety ( Contmued)

'94'.,'_':_ g Percentage of d1verted offenders who commlt
' the same type of offense W1th1n one year after
_"}-;,completmg the d1vers1on program broken down
L by substance abuse; alcohol, and domestlc '
L 'v101ence (Multnomah County 55)

:

- 95. Iv Percentage of res1dences 1nst1tut10ns and

_ ‘lbusmesses wh1ch are prepared foran’ i
SRS emergency by being able to sustain themselves
. ’for 72 hours (Multnomah County 61)

"-_f 96 Property loss and fatahtles due to emergency/

" disasters broken down by number of lives lost per -

| 1, 000 and dollar’ value of loss | as a percentage of

[3

| 5.;:','structure/property exposed S

e

oy

S 97 ‘ ’Percentage of emergency service agenc1es (deﬁned

- in ORS 401) Wlth emergency plans and” ‘
| “’emergency response procedures in place that are
. regularly exermsed and updated per federal

'standards ' : =

Gy e

4 ) - - ‘e e - o, T T e . - T - .. B
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, . . . X . ) RS L 3 R . R — o . R i - - . -,
: .- . H . L . CoL . B B o . R . . . O . . - N . L. R

s A Conduct Benchmarks D ata Network meetmgs o ‘,Goal #2 Develop local capaclty to 1mt)lement e

: , ‘ groups Wlll be targeted

1 995 Progress Board Work Plan;;,‘ ;iA

“»Goal #]_ Tell the Benchmarks storv in order C . Represent Progress Board 1nterests on the Oregon‘;jl ih
‘.'j'_’to stimulate 1ntergovernmental and private’ sector ) " 5 e e e '
o collaboratlon in the achlevement of the Urgent e f “p.e

Benchmarks._?‘rf AR L R

: ,Optlon

‘D. :.. Instltute the Annual Benchmarks/Government
;'InnovatlonAwards Program SRR S

= "ACtIVItleS° - T e o E.- o ,:Reexamlne membershlp of the Progress Board L

‘.\I“_',"‘

o -'around the ﬁve Urgent Benchmark Clusters L
B . . , REEIRY benchmarkmg and other government 1nnova- o

‘El Governance : AR tlons. BN

0. Public Safety e e T T S
: 0 Health Care L b A_et,lVItleS?* TR

.+ 0 Nurturing Stable Famlhes e

o El L1vab1e Commun1t1es L A ,Develop Progress Board staﬁ' expertlse in promls-

ST Sonoee st T ing governmental practlces partlcularly those ’
B Begm the Partnershlp In1t1at1ve developmg Co .,_'1re1at1ng to benchmarkmg RS BT S

~ commitment to the' Benchmarks process and :

undertaking responsibility for the accomphsh-. - B L ;Bu11d and mamtaln resource materlals and a Lo

" ‘ment of the Benchmarks. In- 1995 the followmg FRTaC ‘blbhogr aphy on benchmarkmg

S v o L C ‘::;,:"‘AAs51st staff of Multnomah County c1t1es and
o ;Cl Local Governance Partnersth In1t1at1ve BRI county in 1mplementat10n Of the Benchmarks

_;-,f o Busmess Partnership Initiative = .. 0 .
R D Commumty Development Partnershlp Imtla-» R .Goal #3 Reflne and rev1se the Benchmarks E ER

t1ve o N L ‘and thelr supportmg data bases.‘ co e

“.. 1995 Annual Report




. Appendix Changes to the 1994 Benchmarks»:..,ﬁ““

b. “In: 1994 'the Portland-Multnomah Progress Bo’ard pub- ‘ J‘
- lished 97 benchmarks for the City of Portland and -
E Multnomah County: This listing has:grown to 104 The

o followmg l1sts benchmarks added durlng 1994

R 99 "Percentage of household l1v1ng above 125% of the

_ ’.Number of very-low 1ncome homeowners in -
7", Multnomah County spending 30% or more of total
5 ’monthly income for housmg R R

ERCHE Federal Poverty level

100, A

1oL
‘.- available for every 100 chlldren under age 13 who

'Average Wages per employee in ﬁrms w1th fewer
than twenty employees in Multnomah County

."V;fei.'

. ‘The word1ng of several urgent benchmarks was changed to S . o
- reflect the data.  The followmg 11st1ng shows the or1g1nal’ L
: Wordlng as Well as the change in word1ng for th1s report S

. j Orlglnal Wordlng Percentage of people who feel'_:
. -asense of commiunity in'their neighborhood. S
. New Wordlng Percentage of people who rate the1r k& =

e ¢ne1ghborhood 11vab1l1ty h1gh

‘f' '_76'._’4'

; Orlgmal Wordmg Percentage of c1t1zens who are', KEEEE I
-'satisfied that government services are necessary, e

‘- responsive and cost—effectwe

- New wording: Percentage of c1t1zens who feel

L government is domg a good Job at prov1d1ng ser- :

Number of 1dent1fied subs1d1zed Chlld care slots S

4' ‘- = aré ﬁnanmally ehgible

U102

'“ef*:_;103;¢

104

Average total fam1ly 1ncome 1n Multnomah County

: Percentage of med1an household 1ncome spent for 5
) ,taxes L . L

Percentage of c1t1zens who rate the1r streets accept— |
W ably clean 3

L osal

.;vmes 2

‘Orlglnal Wordmg Per caplta cost of government .A R
" 'New wording: Per capita dollars spent for c1ty and. S

county govemment L

,~‘184;'g‘
... safe and secure: . . »
R NeW Wordlng Percentage of c1t1zens who feel safei o
. walking. alone in the1r ne1ghborhood durlng the day_' e
RN or n1ght ’

: Or1g1nal Wordlng Percentage of c1t1zens Who feel ' I

The Portland-Multnomah Progress Board = .t i

P T - - o . . . - . L -



~ - N *
PR =
° i 5
- N . ‘.
. <t ~
v - .
s : o~
E R -
. f
. .
PRI
P
. N - T .
B

| N .
S o
&
l - N
<L
.9.. o -
R

- . . - . . S . N . . . : " 5 - S



St . N S K L Ny A ' N . s . N )
. FEVAE N - i e e : ’ ok - EE RN ) LT . . : . ) - S -

, — L N . . Lo . B . N . . o . v, L . . S X
. ! . . . - o N e S | ¢ . -

— e e e e e e e e e v e e e e e e e e e e e b e e e e e e e = - —— ———— i — o i i = ma— m— —— - m— o — e — - — e o — v o
. ) P . . i . o . B X K ) X R - A N .

Phone

PR

We Welcome your comments about th1s report If

you would like us to contact you, please 1nclude your - -
, address and telephone number below '

Y

' Name:

- _Company_: R
o ,:Addre_ss':' '
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EE | Portland-Multnomah Progress Board
T b U 1220 SW 5thAvenue Room 310 N
Portland OR 97204
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